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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hershey 

et al, U.S. Patent Publication #2001/0002199 in view of OToole et al, U.S. Patent 

Publication #2003/0099210 or Greenblat et al, U.S. Patent Publication #2003/0200343 

Hershey et al disclose in Fig. 1 and lj-0023 a multi-technology telecommunications 

network (10) composed of a plurality of sub-networks. Network (110) includes a 

wireless network (12), satellite network (14), LANS and WANS, token ring (17), FDDI 

(18), SONET (19), and ATM switch (20). In H-0008 Hershey et al disclose that the 

system modules enable the processing of asynchronous, and in fl-0033 discloses that 

processor (110) processes the asynchronous signals extracted by section (50). In fflf- 

0002 & 0003 Hershey et al disclose a variety of multi-protocol signals that are 

multiplexed, with some of the high bandwidth multiplexing protocols listed in 1J-0003. 

Hershey et al never specifically come out and disclose that their, although a case for 

inherency can certainly be made that what is controlling the processor are programmed 

instructions or computer codes. However, OToole et al disclose in 1J-0484, that "a 

code or program controls the operation of the processor, and Greenblat discloses 

similarly in lj-0779 . To have similarly used OToole's teaching of a programming code 

or set of instructions controlling the processor and used that in Hershey et al would 

have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art, because the skilled 
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practitioner in this art will realize that a processor has to run on "something' and that 
"something" is a computer code. 

Claims 8-1 1 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. The prior art fails to disclose updating the 
code/instructions based upon processing factors. 

Claims 1-6 and 12-20 are allowed. The prior art fails to show applicant's 
"referencing" step. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Creighton H. 
Smith at telephone number 571/272-7546. ) / I I , / 
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